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Amendment 

Response to Final Office Action dated March 31, 2009 
REMARKS 

he foregoing amc rcn s are in res , ^ , Ice Action 

dated March 31, 2009. This amendment is filed with a Request for Continued Exammiion, and a 
request for a three month extension of time and authorization to charge Deposit Account Ho. 50- 
095! for the appropriate lees. 

At the Ume of the Office Action, claims Ail were pending in the application. In the 
QlBce Action, claims 1-3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(h). Claims 4-11 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a). Claims 4-1 1 were provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting. The rejections are discussed in more detail below. 

1. Claim Rejections Based on Art 

Claims A3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Mb, 4,353 s ?30 to Kinno C'Kinmf ). Claims 4-1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 3,304,619 to Fnter {"Filter") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,506,453 to Shirley, Jr. etai {"Skirfcfy 

The Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to reconsider the lack of novelty 
objection m connection with claims 1-3. In Kinno, the granulation spaces A and C, which can be 
compared to the granulation fluid bed of claim 1, are fed with a flow 16 of Ouidizing air, while 
the intermediate cooling bed b which can be compared to the cooling fluid bed of claim 1, is fed 
with a flow 15 of cooling air. Flows 15 and 16 are separate, Independent, distinct flows of air. 
On the contrary, according io the process of claim 1, at least a portion of the air used to cool 
down and flukiize the cooling fluid bed Is used as fluidification air in the granulation fluid bed as 
well. 

In other words, if a person of ordinary skill in fie art wanted to carry out the process of 
hi - l applica the system < Com '1 re th t least a portk 

flow 15 that is fed to the intermediate cooling bed B is also used as Auidifi cation air into the 
granulation spaces A and C instead of air flow 16. However, this is clearly not what Kinno 
teaches. 

A great ac> ntage u terms eiergy sa\mg 3D ) don when 

compared to processes such as that disclosed in Kinno can for instance be found at page 11, lines 
1-19 of the application. This is realized from the reuse of the cooling air in the granulation bed. 

Additionally, the assertion in the Office Action that at column 3 lines 45 and 56 ? Kinno 
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discloses 1 ill} all of the fiuidification air com! out un the s u. ?ed 5) s 

used <■ fluid! ueation air for ihc t i bed (A, C) is incorrect. To the contrary. Kinno 
teaches that granules that are not of a desired size may be recycled as a priming charge to the 
first-stage granulator. These are equivalent to the granule seeds of the present claims. There is 
no teaching in Kinno of reusing the tluidification air flow. 

Filter is silent about an apparatus for carrying out a granulation process as recited in 
claim 4 and about an apparatus comprising a granulation space intended to support a granulation 
fluid bed (i.e. a space suitable to make seeds growing up to granules}, as it is recited in present 
claim 6. Finer does not teach a granulation process at all, but rather a process for changing the 
temperature of granules that ha\c already been formed. Further, there is no granulation laid 
heti, Ihe.c is no c i 
o m i i vi|\\> 1 e < i _ t c „ ' 

Futer is mer e > rc ce i i a cooling apparatus having a single bed (table 10, which is not 
a fluid bed), having an inclined area 1 1 and a horizontal area 12 (fig 1) or only a horizontal area 
12 (fig 4). Fitter is thus fully silent about a self-supporting structure comprising within a same 
space two horizontal beds (fluid beds can only be horizontal), arranged in series, the one; 
positioned over the other. Also the feature of a downeomer extending vertically in the space 
containing the two superimposed fluid beds is missing from Futer. Indeed, none of the features 
recited in present claim 6 can be found in Finer, and thus this document is believed not relevant 
a * i „ . e i w>. n- - 1 h 

The Office Action also cited Shirley, column 5, lines 16-41 and figure 5 as relevant 

e t e it ipp! c on 

that tins doc ne it contah is non- 

existent. Secondly, die cited passages are related to a rotary drum that has nothing to do with a 
fluid bed. The series arrangement is also missing. Therefore also this document is of no 
relevance for the present case. 

The subject matter of claim ! is believed to be patentable. The dependent claims are also 
believed allowable iecause 0 -he; depe deuce t >oi u i vvable >ase claim, and been se >l 
the further features recited. 



Douhl w « „ . 

Clamis 44 1 were provisionally rejected on tbe ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
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double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-10 of copending Application No. 
10/599,751. 

Irs. view of the arguments above, this provisional rejection is clearly unfounded and is 
traversed. The present invention and the invention claimed in copending application No 
10/599.751 re <Ustmct and not comp i c >e v with a 

granulation process and apparatus, the present application is focused on the exploitation of the 
same i nidi cation air flow for the c * e US 

10/599,751 is focused on a particular manner of producing granules. No mention is made in US 
10/599.751 of how the produced granules are cooled and about the possibility of reusing the 
cooling air as fkidiilcation air in the granulation fluid bed. It is thus clear that they are 
r.v ; e::taN\ distinct from one another. Withdrawal of this rejection sr« : fu < requested 

III. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, all claims are believed to relate to patentable subject matter* 
and to be in condition for allowance. Prompt issuance of a Notice of Allowance is thus 
respe tfoii) requested 

Applicant has made every effort to present claims which distinguish over the prior art, 
and t i -, < ! j N o d * t v 3 : c. - e.e i ^ rn h <, a \v et jc t A pp s J 

invites the Examiner to call the undersigned if it is believed that a telephonic interview would 
expedite the prosecution of the application to an allowance. In view of the foregoing remarks, 
App ican < re equest recon deration and prompt allowance of die pending claims. 



Re s pec t fu 9 \ s ubmiti eu . 



Date: 




Mark D. Fassler 

\o 40,764 
Sarah E. Smith 
Registration No. 50.488 
AXERMAN M ' 
Post Office Box 3 188 
West Paira Beau. 1 1 33402-5188 
Telephone: (561) 653-5000 
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